This article presents a case study describing how one nursing doctoral program faculty has identified, organized, and taught the disciplinary knowledge component of the curriculum. Three foci were chosen: health promotion and risk reduction; acute, critical, and long-term care; and systems. Faculty groups designed each focus to capitalize on current faculty research strengths and did not use a formalized knowledge structure a priori. Scholarship content and sample courses are described. Factors affecting implementation included providing students with choice; a mixture of full-time and part-time students; little interchangeability of faculty in courses; balancing doctoral teaching with teaching at other levels; advisement issues; a lengthy formal curriculum approval process; and highly specific needs of individual students. Initial reflection shows the possibility of integrating the research methods content into the disciplinary courses in light of their interdependence; help gained through the process in achieving clarity about what the school wishes to be known for; the necessity of a critical mass of faculty with active research programs along with commitment to program enrichment; the role of the foci in providing intellectual sustenance and mutual faculty mentorship; and concern about the inability to fit of some faculty. (Index words: Nursing; Curriculum; Doctoral; Education).
T HIS ARTICLE presents a case study describing how one doctoral program faculty has dealt with the disciplinary knowledge component of the curriculum:
how it is organized, how it is identified, and how it is taught. In doing so, the article also deals with the fit of this curricular component with other components and raises issues related to its implementation.
Doctoral education is now at a crossroads. The last decade has seen a phenomenal expansion in doctoral education nationally and in the number of individuals qualified to teach in these programs. Historically, the majority of our doctoral programs have concentrated their energies on teaching what I call "process" courses: research methods, statistics, theory development, history of nursing, philosophy of science, and the like. In addition, students have been guided in the selection of cognate courses from other disciplines, which then, in effect, have become the substantive component of their program of study.
More recently, there has been a growing interest in teaching substantive courses in the discipline of nursing. The dramatic turning point for this shift in focus was the first American Association of Colleges of Nursing conference on doctoral education in San Antonio, where Meleis (1988) made a plea for a "passion for substance" and away from what she called "methodological oppression." Since then we have concerned ourselves largely with questions that elucidate the substantive, disciplinary content of our programs. This is salutary in the extreme and indicates a major milestone in the maturity of our thinking. This is not to say that we have reached our goal, only that the matter is uppermost in our minds, and sincere efforts are underway to get us to where we now know we should be. 
Goals and issues
Given that we agree on this general aim-that substantive disciplinary knowledge should have primacy in our doctoral programs-we can begin to develop specific goals and questions to be addressed. In determining what disciplinary knowledge should be taught at the doctoral level, the two goals of compelling importance are (1) determining, organizing, and teaching the advanced knowledge in nursing that we consider essential for our students, and (2) identifying the gaps in knowledge that need to be pursued by ourselves and our students (the gaps that, when filled, wiI1 expand the scientific knowledge base for nursing).
With regard to identifying nursing knowledge, one of the issues that has been discussed by various authors relates to the need for "organizing" or "structuring" this knowledge and how such structuring is to occur.
For example, Ellis (1984) made her case in this manner: "A body of knowledge and a field of inquiry must be organized and structured, and both, by nature, are reshaped by research and theory development" (p. 1). Similarly, Donaldson and Crowley (1978) made a plea toward the same end: "There is also a crucial need for identification of the structure of the discipline of nursing in our educational program" (p. 114), and clarified the fact that they were advocating not the construction of a structure for the discipline but rather the explication of that structure. Donaldson and Crowley have helpfully provided a definition of "structure" as "the broad conceptualizations and syntax of the discipline rather than the theories generated within this structure" (p. 114).
We have in general "bought into" this argument, and over time various approaches have been presented in the literature for structuring nursing knowledge.
Thus, during the 1989 Doctoral Forum meeting, three different approaches were discussed that might serve as the conceptual basis for organizing and advancing nursing knowledge: using clinical content and nursing specialties (Walker, 1989) , using metaparadigm domain concepts (Kim, 1989) , and using nursing diagnosis/taxonomy (Fitzpatrick, 1989) .
There are good reasons for not articulating the structure of knowledge a priori but rather focusing on the development of knowledge first. Furthermore, even in the well-established disciplines, there is seldom a single accepted organizational schema (Fry, 1988) . shortly thereafter the school adopted these as the bases for our "intellectual thrusts" around which faculty/doctoral student research interest groups were formed; more recently, these have formed the basis for reorganizing the administrative structure within which the school's academic programs are conducted. These unanticipated developments served to reinforce our efforts within the doctoral program.
Reaching Consensus on Foci
. . . the more specific the approach, the harder it was to achieve consensus.. .
In retrospect, we were not very concerned with a formalized knowledge structure. What we were seeking was an umbrella, a rubric, that would help students think in critical ways about the discipline and make sense of their learning and within which we could embrace the many ongoing faculty research programs on nursing phenomena.
Most importantly, we did not want a structure that limited inquiry. Rather, we wanted an approach that was open-ended, that would allow emerging research-based knowledge to be recognized and, perhaps at a later point, shape and reshape the disciplinary structure. This is in line with what we have seen in the social sciences, where some scholars are moving toward a "deconstruction" and "dismantling" of knowledge structures that have constrained inquiry within various disciplines (Fry, 1988) and toward a growing emphasis on multidisciplinary research This is not to say that a certain degree of organization was not helpful. Indeed, without this it is difficult to design a coherent curriculum for our learners. This concern guided our thinking on how we might go about developing each of the three identified foci.*
Development of the Foci for Nursing Specialization
Different faculty groups were assembled to define the scope of the identified specializations and to propose the courses within each. Because many individuals were involved in this effort, guidelines were prepared to direct the development of these courses. This process of defining each area and developing courses within it was somewhat untidy and not necessarily sequential.
We had determined and announced when students would be required to include these courses in their programs; therefore, at a specified time, some of these courses had to be offered.
These foci were defined in broad, inclusive ways. Once this was done, we specified the particular topics within these foci that could be offered, because we could not offer everything and did not intend to.
These naturally were based on areas of ongoing faculty research; we wanted to exploit our current research strength in recruiting students who were interested in pursuing these areas while showcasing faculty re-*It is important to clarify that although the University of Michigan offers a postbaccalaureate doctoral degree, the nursing specialization described here presumes the completion of a master's-level clinical specialization. 
ACUTE, CRITICAL, AND LONG-TERM CARE
This focus was intended to address the spectrum of biobehavioral phenomena that underlie or characterize human responses to illness. As we examined our current faculty strength, it became evident that this was mainly in the neurobehavior domain, which is our focus. Of specific concern were human responses (behaviors) to alterations in neurocognition and/or neu- roregulatory systems as well as alterations at the interface between these two systems and between each system and the environment.
Here too, the courses were designed so that we could capitalize on faculty research. Areas of relevant faculty research are shown in Fig 2. 
Interrelations of Curricular Components Implementation Issues
In emphasizing the disciplinary component, it has not been my intent to diminish the importance of other components of the curriculum. None of the pieces can work alone; rather, the elements are interdependent and need to be woven together in such a manner that they make a complete whole and support each other. For example, theory building and philosophy of science enable students to reflect on the nature of our knowledge as it addresses human needs (Fry, 1988) . Research methods enable students to evaluate the validity and usefulness/significance of the empirical work they are studying and that are basic to the methodological expertise of scientists. Cognate
Students are required to select three courses from the disciplinary component during their course of study. We have defined these courses as selectives, ie, we offer a range of courses from each focus from which students may select those of interest (as opposed to having only three set courses from each focus that all students must take). Each semester at least one course from each focus is offered so that students pursuing a focus are able to progress.
We have encountered a number of issues during the implementation of this part of the curriculum that I will identify. 
2.

3.
We like being able to give choices to students; however, this means that at any given time a course may not be sufficiently filled to make it cost-effective. This also makes planning very difficult, because it is impossible to anticipate accurately the number of students who would enroll in a given course.
Another reality that makes planning unreliable is that students do not move as a cohort through a sequence of courses; some are studying full time and others part time, and they will choose courses both on the basis of curricular requirements as well as their individual scheduling requirements.
courses and chair dissertation committees.
Through an informal system of collegial mentorship, junior faculty are able to serve on student program planning, preliminary examination, and dissertation committees until they successfully develop their programs of research to be in a position of mentoring doctoral students.
4.
Perhaps the most complex issues relate to faculty. All courses are designed and taught by faculty members who have an active research program and who are productive scholars in the subject matter. This means that the faculty are not interchangeable. This is a major strength in that students are able to study with those who are producing knowledge and can incorporate their research into their teaching, while helping students identify areas for their own investigation; it also can present some practical hurdles.
Another interesting problem is that some faculty advisors recommend that their master's students take these courses. Yet, these courses are designed specifically for doctoral students and presuppose completion of all master's level courses; they also presuppose a certain number of doctoral-level core courses as prerequisite or corequisite.
The level of discourse in the classroom, the expectations about student participation, and the performance are quite different from those at the master's level. Occasionally, even when a doctoral student is enrolled in these courses before the prerequisites and corequisites, he or she has had some difficulties in maintaining the pace. Therefore, the goals and purposes of these courses need to be continually interpreted to all within the scholarly community so that people do not believe that these decisions are arbitrary. In our organizational structure we do not have a separate faculty group for the doctoral program, and faculty teach across all levels of study. Therefore, the needs of all programs must be balanced and considered. If a faculty member is unavailable, the course with which she or he is associated cannot be offered and has to be delayed. This means finding a faculty member who is available to teach another course within the given focus, balancing this with student interest at that time.
There are a myriad of such complicating factors that need to be addressed to make implementation a reality while maintaining a rigorous and quality program. 5. Another issue relates to our course review process. Our school has a highly formalized curriculum and course review procedure that ultimately involve the entire faculty in the process.
Also, we wanted as much peer input as possible during the idea-development phase. This entire process could take as long as a year or more for an idea to move into an approved course. Yet, we were under pressure to offer courses so that students could meet program requirements; hence, we could not always wait for formal approval. We solved this problem by using a mechanism available in our institution by offering some of these courses under a "special topics" number. This is a one-time course that does not require formal course approval; peer consultation and program director approval are suffi-cient. This allowed the faculty a certain degree of flexibility in testing ideas and approaches, obtaining student input, and then submitting the course for formal approval. This has worked very well, and in the long run it resulted in stronger courses while relieving pressure from the faculty.
6. Occasionally, a student wishes to study a subject that is so narrow and so specific that none of the courses would meet his or her need. In these cases we arrange an independent study course.
The student enters into a contractual agreement with a particular faculty member and in effect designs a unique course to meet identified needs. Once approved by the program director, such an independently designed course will substitute for one of the nursing courses.
Additional Reflections
The manner in which we have developed this program area has helped us be very clear to ourselves and our constituencies about what we want to be known for and what we can do best and to become comfortable about the fact that we cannot do everything or meet all possible needs. This has been helpful in student recruitment, and we expect that it will be helpful over time in our faculty recruitment efforts as well.
The essential requirement in implementing this is a critical mass of faculty engaged in scholarship in the chosen area who are simultaneously committed to translating this scholarship into enrichment of academic programs and mentoring of students.
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As faculty research interests within the school have crystallized around these three foci, communities of scholars have developed comprised of faculty, postdoctoral fellows, and doctoral students who provide intellectual sustenance and mutual mentorship. As a natural outcome of this, predoctoral and postdoctoral training grants are evolving in these foci. Each of our three groups are at slightly different developmental stages and are learning from each other. This is an evolutionary process that needs to be nurtured and cannot be forced.
There is a downside. There are faculty whose research interests do not readily fit within these three foci. The school is committed to academic freedom in allowing individuals the pursuit of their research interests. This group is not large but does pose a concern in terms of where and how they receive peer support and intellectual sustenance and whether they will be able to get a share of the resources to support their individual efforts. At the same time, it is important to promote the understanding that inclusion within a specific intellectual thrust does not mean that others are being excluded. Thus, in the final analysis, the choice is theirs to make as to whether they want to continue making our institution their intellectual home or to seek an environment more consistent with their pursuits.
